Vote NO on Proposition 38! 


open voucher schools 
and hire teachers 
without any teaching | 
credentials, training or 
experience educating 
children. 

Proposition 38 
allows discrimination. 
Voucher schools — not 
parents ~ decide whose 
children will be 
accepted. They will be 


This November, 
voters will be asked 
whether the state should 
give a $4,000 voucher to 
each student who attends 
a non-public school. 

Proposition 38, also 
called the Draper Voucher 
Initiative, is an attack on 
the state’s public school 
system. California 
Governor Gray Davis calls 


it “a big detour in the able to reject students 

wrong direction.” based on their gender, 
Proposition 38 ability to pay, or 

abandons neighborhood ; : : : : i academic and physical 

schools. Not one penny of abilities. 

the billions of dollars 

spent by the voucher initiative will be Proposition 38 provides no UC-AFT has urged a “no” vote 

used to make our children’s schools accountability. It restricts state or local on Proposition 38. It’s another 

better. regulation of voucher schools, and expensive experiment our children 


would allow fly-by-night operators to can’t afford. = 
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write to you not only at the start 
of the new academic year, but at 
... the start of a new day at UC-AFT. 

Since UC-AFT was established in 
1983, most of the responsibilities for 
running the union have been borne 
on the shoulders of volunteers. These 
volunteers have found time in the 
midst of pursuing careers to negotiate 
contracts, to represent their 
colleagues in grievance meetings, to 
pursue legal remedies for unfair labor 
practices, to present the voice of 
academic employees in Sacramento. 
They’ve helped create forums for 
communication between members, 
worked with other unions and 
organizations on matters of common 
cause, and pursued the professional 
concerns of academic employees on 
local campuses and at the statewide 
level. 

The tasks and the responsibilities 
have been enormous. They would be 
enormous under any circumstances, 
but the challenges have been 
exacerbated by several special 
conditions. One of these is the 
extraordinary distance between 
campuses — and, indeed, even 
between departments on the same 
campus — which makes 
communication and organization 
especially difficult. 

A second is the existence of a 
University administration culture that 
seems incapable of recognizing 
lecturers and librarians (and, 
increasingly, Senate faculty) as full 
citizens of the University, and that 
has been consistently hostile to the 
very idea - mandated in law by the 
State of California — of including 
employees as full participants in 
determining the conditions under 
which they work. 

We have struggled to meet the 


challenges, and while we have 
accomplished much and have achieved 
some notable successes, I think it is fair 
to say that no one believes that we — and 
I mean here you and I and all of the 
other members who collectively 
constitute UC-AFT - have been able to 
provide the level of representation we 
deserve. 

UC-AFT will always be democratic, 
and the key strategic, programmatic and 
organizational decisions will always 
ultimately be made by members. But we 
cannot expect that the complex and full- 
time tasks of running a statewide 
organization and representing academic 
employees can be adequately performed 
by volunteers in their spare time. 


Even before the introduction of “fair 
share” fees this year, we were able to 
make some key improvements. For the 
first time, beginning in April, 1999, we 
were able to hire two full-time campus 
representatives: Richard Seyman for the 
northern campuses and Kwazi 
Nkrumah for the southern campuses. 
Richard and Kwazi have made an 
enormous difference in establishing a 
campus presence, helping with 
grievances and revitalizing the locals. 

But their time on each campus has 
been stretched thin, in part because of 
the sheer geography of the UC system — 
the three northern campuses cover an 
area roughly the size of Connecticut, 
and the five southern campuses cover an 
area roughly three times that size — and 
in part because of the number of 
different problems and challenges that 
arise at each campus. UC-AFT is 
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obligated by law — and we have always 
taken very seriously this obligation — to 
represent members and non-members 
equally. In addition, though we are the 
exclusive representative only for non- 
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With a strong economy and 
positive budget picture, and given the 
high demand for labor and the 
difficulty UC is having recruiting 
and retaining good lecturers, we 
continue to believe that this is a good 


| year to see significant improvements 


in our bargaining agreement. Our 
current contract expired at the end of 
June. 


Unfortunately, Unit 18 bargaining 
has been painfully unproductive. The 
bargaining sessions have generally 
had a more cordial tone than past 
years, but virtually no substantive 
progress has been made toward 
reaching agreement on any articles. 

The vast majority of time at the 


by Mike Rotkin, Chief Negotiator, Unit 18 


table has focused on Article 7, the 
appointments article, which governs job 
security and appointment / 
reappointment procedures and 
standards for lecturers. As most 
lecturers and University officials know, 
the current system of three-year 
appointments is severely flawed, and is 
increasingly giving rise to systematic 
abuse. 


The union has 
proposed a new 
approach to 
reappointments which 
would recognize all post- 
sixth-year lecturers as 
“continuing lecturers.” 
UC would continue to be 
able to use lecturers as a 
flexible work force: the 
duration of 
appointments would be 
based on actual teaching 
loads and could only be 
reduced through the use 
of the Layoff and 
Reduction in Time 
Article in the case of an 
actual reduction in 
teaching demand. 

We have also 
proposed mechanisms 
for insuring the 
continuing excellence of 
lecturers as well as more 
meaningful merit 
reviews and financial increases. 

For pre-sixth-year lecturers, we 
have proposed that a decision to not 
reappoint after three years follow a 
formal academic review and be based 
upon sound academic evaluation and 
for good cause. 

The University administration, on 


the other hand, has responded with a 
proposal which would essentially take 
away protections we believe are 
guaranteed in the current MOU. This 
proposal would be a step backwards 
for the vast majority of lecturers. 


We have also spent significant 
time at the table talking about the 
articles on grievance and arbitration. 
In this area, we are seeking a contract 
of the kind most modern unions 
assume as a starting point — one that 
provides for the resolution of disputes 
over contract interpretation by neutral 
arbitrators. 

We recognize the University’s 
right to make the substantive 
decisions about the hiring, promotion 
and retention of lecturers, but 
continue to insist that mechanisms be 
established to insure that academic 
decisions are, in fact, based upon 
reasonable academic criteria and 
applied in an equitable fashion. An 
unenforceable contract is no contract 
at all! 

The administration, however, 
appears to hold on to the untenable 
position that its decisions should only 
be subject to its own internal review, 
and that claims of “academic 
judgment” should never be subject to 
review by a third party. 

As discussions have dragged on, 
the union has been consistent in 
making meaningful proposals which 
attempt to recognize and respect the 
needs of both our members and the 
University as an institution. We have 
no interest in challenging reasonable 
administrative or Academic Senate 
prerogatives. UC continues to listen to 


Senate faculty and librarians, we have 
members among Academic Senate 
faculty and other academic employees 
whom we also represent. 

The implementation of fair share 
gives us the opportunity to provide, 
really for the first time, a minimally 
decent level of staffing. 

After an exhaustive national 
search, we have hired our first 
executive director, Rebecca Rhine. 
Rebecca comes to us from the 
American Federation of Television and 
Radio Artists, where she was most 
recently West Coast director. She 
brings to the organization a wealth of 
experience in contract negotiation and 
enforcement, organization 
management, and internal and external 
communications. 

We have also hired Michael 
Eisenscher as Director of 
Organizational Development. Michael 
has long experience in helping to 
organize and revitalize unions, and 
was co-founder and lead organizer for 
the Project for Labor Renewal, 
sponsored by the ORGANIZE Training 
Center in San Francisco. Michael will 
be responsible for developing 
organizational plans, in association 
with each of the locals, and will help in 
coordinating the work of the locals. He 
will also serve as field representative 
for the Berkeley campus. 


We are in the process of hiring 
additional field representatives, with 
the goal of having a half-time 
representative at each of the 5 smaller 
campuses and a full-time 
representative at the larger campuses. 

We have also been furnished 
central office space in the Oakland 
headquarters of the California 
Federation of Teachers. This new 
organizational structure will provide 
the foundation for building a stronger 
and more vigorous organization, both 
at the local and the statewide level. 


One of the benefits of our new 
staffing is that members of UC-AFT will 
be able to participate in directing the 
course of the union without having to 
take on all of the day-to-day 
administrative responsibilities of 
running the organization. 

But it is still the case, and will 
always be, that ultimately, the union is 
its members and the success of the union 
depends on the participation of the 
membership. And so I invite and 
encourage you to participate in the 
direction of the union. 


For some this may mean nothing 
more than attending local meetings to 
discuss pending issues and establish 
policy direction, or attending statewide 
Council meetings; for others, this may 
mean observing a bargaining session, 
volunteering to serve on a committee or 
taking on a small project, or becoming a 
local or statewide officer. Please know 
that your participation is not only 
welcome, it is needed and vital. 

However, as we look forward to the 
future, I should also let you know some 
of what UC-AFT has already been doing: 


During the past legislative session, 
UC-AFT/CEFT sponsored two bills. SB 
860 (Hughes) would, for the first time, 
impose penalties for repeat unfair labor 
practices, which we hope will deter the 
University from committing (as it has 
done) the same violations over and over 
again. The bill was passed by both 
houses and is, as of this writing, on the 
governor’s desk. 

A second bill, AB 2138 would have 
made the bargaining process more 
equitable. UC strongly opposed this 
change and was able to defeat the 
legislation. However, we are considering 
reintroducing this legislation next 
session. (See story on page 10.) 


In cooperation with other UC unions, 
UC-AFT succeeded in obtaining from the 
legislature and the governor, $19 million 
for additional salary increases (see story 
on page 8). 

UC, which did not support this effort, 
has now attempted to take credit for it and 


is treating this additional allocation as a 
ceiling on salary increases, rather than — 
as intended — a floor. 


UC-AFT helped to organize, and 
participated in, two legislative 
hearings on the state of labor relations 
at the University. The hearings 
disclosed some of the abuses that the 
University has committed in 
bargaining, and the University’s 
repeated and systematic unfair labor 
practices. At both of these hearings, 
President Atkinson and his staff 
pledged reform and a new spirit of 
cooperation with those who represent 


UC employees. (See story on page 10.) 


The librarian and lecturer units 


have been in bargaining since January i 


and March, respectively. (See stories 
on pages 5 and 7.) 


After UC announced a policy that 
would have essentially gutted the right 
of post-six year lecturers to receive 
three-year appointments, UC-AFT 
filed an unfair labor practice charge. 
(See story on page 6.) After almost a 
year of investigation, the Public 
Employment Relations Board issued a 
complaint against UC in June. The 
University has denied the complaint. 
The dispute is on its way to a 
settlement conference and if there is no 
settlement, a hearing before an 
administrative law judge will be held. 


All of this, of course, is in addition 
to all of the “ordinary” grievances, 
negotiations, arbitrations, and such. 
For information on some of these is- 
sues, visit ate f uc-aadt 
where you can also sign up for email 
updates on bargaining. 

Please also know that any time 
you have concerns or questions, you 
can contact your local president or 
field representative, or Rebecca (at 
(510) 832-8812), or you can contact me 
at <ucaft@neteze.com>. 

All the best in the new academic 


year, 


th 
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_ tis once again the beginning of a 
| new academic year — a time when 
enthusiastic new students 
populate our campuses. 

With this influx of fresh, youthful 
energy, librarians address the 
challenge of introducing new students 
to the intricacies of finding 
information to make the intellectual 
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aspect of their college experience 
more productive. 

At the same time, librarians at the 
University of California face our own 
challenge of increasing our 
understanding of the intricacies of our 
work circumstances. As the Perspective 
goes to press, the outcome of the 
intense contract negotiations that 
began last March are not known. 

However, the commitment of the 
union to greet the new millennium 
with a new contract that provides 
greater control over our conditions of 
employment has generated a 
heightened awareness of the process 


and increased the discourse related to 
collective bargaining. 


This year, with a new contract 
defining certain aspects of our 
conditions of employment, it behooves 


all librarians to become familiar with the 
terms of this document and to be 
vigilant in making sure that the terms of 
the agreement are observed. by the 
University and librarians. 

We hope that more librarians will 
monitor their working conditions and 
bring any questions to the attention of 
their local union leaders so that they can 
be properly addressed. 

Such issues may include being sure 
that we work in a healthful environment 
~—are the physical conditions (air 
temperature, ventilation, etc.) conducive 
to comfort? Are our workstations 
ergonomic? Are there changes in job 


responsibilities that occur without 
adequate consultation with affected 
librarians? Are librarians prevented or 
discouraged from participating in 
professional activities of their choice? 


These situations and any others that 
may raise issues you feel should be 
addressed or discussed should be 
communicated to your local union 
leadership. 

By identifying issues and working 
to resolve them, the union will be 
strengthened and our effectiveness will 
be enhanced. 

If you have not filled out the 
membership form, you will find one on 
page 11. Now is the time to join your 
colleagues in creating a more vibrant 
organization. ‘ 


Stay current - get web 
& email updates! 

Stay current on the negotiations 
for librarians and lecturers ~ sign up 
for our new statewide email bulletin. 

All you need do is visit our 
website ¢ , click 
on “bargaining,” and fill out the short 
electronic form. You will receive an 


“e-letter” from us about once a week 
including bargaining updates and 
other important news. 

If you are already subscribed, 
please spread the word to your 
friends and colleagues. 
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University tries to 
undercut protections 
for long-term lecturers 


The core article in the Non-Senate Faculty Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) between the University and the 
UC-AFT is Article 7— Appointments and Reappointments. 
Article 7 provides that a lecturer who has taught for 6 or 
more years at one campus shall be offered three-year 
appointments if two conditions are met: 1) there is a 
continuing or anticipated instructional need for his/her 
courses, and 2) the lecturer’s instructional performance has 
been determined to be excellent. 

In April, 1999, the University announced a new policy, 
based on a rather extraordinary interpretation of this article. 
Under the new policy, although the University will continue 
to offer three-year appointments if there is an anticipated 
need for the courses, it will no longer necessarily appoint 
lecturers at the level of actual need. 

In other words, even if the University determines that, 
for example, it will continue to need all 6 courses that have 
been taught by a particular lecturer, it may offer a three-year 
appointment at any level it chooses ~ 6 courses or 4 courses 
or 1 course — and perhaps even less than that. And once it 
does that, the University can, under its new policy, hire new 
lecturers to teach the additional courses. 

Last year, we filed an unfair labor practice charge based 
on this new policy. In late June of this year, the General 
Counsel's Office of the Public Employment Relations Board 
(PERB) issued a complaint against the University. 


The University’s response to the complaint has been to 
claim that there has been no change in policy, that its 
announcement was merely a clarification of the policy that it 
has always had, and that therefore the complaint is untimely 
because of the 6-month statute of limitations on unfair labor 
practices filed with PERB. 

Before the complaint was issued, several campuses told 
us explicitly that their policy was to hire at the level of actual 
need; after the complaint was issued, they then promptly, 
and under instruction of the Office of the President, denied. 
this. 

If we cannot informally settle the matter with the 
University, a PERB administrative law judge will conduct a 
hearing and issue a decision, which is then subject to appeal 
before the full PERB board. 

If you have any information that might be relevant to this 
charge, please contact UC-AFT Executive Director Rebecca 
Rhine at (510) 832-8812. 
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lecturer, 

you know 
what the sixth- 
year review 
means. 

Yes, a lot of 
work putting 
together your 
case; in some 
departments it’s as 
much as trying to 
get tenure (in fact, at 
UCSB the Writing 
Program uses the 
criteria for Security of 
Employment for the 
sixth-year review). 

But it also means 
something else — a 
sense of having made it 
toa slightly safer place, 
the land of three-year 
contracts and an inkling 
of some job security. It’s 
what gets many of us 
through the first six years, 
the hope there’s something 
more. 

Alas, it seems UC is 
turning post-sixth into 
something less. UC is trying 
to establish a policy to give 
post-sixth lecturers arbitrary - 11% is becoming common — 
appointments, no matter the actual need UC has for their 
teaching. UC bandies about the term “flexibility,” which really 
means, “How can we have faculty with no rights, no security, 
no ability to fight for more money, and no desire to make 
undergraduate education better?” 


Excellence not rewarded 

So here I am, after six years as a full-time lecturer at UCSB. 
Thave received unanimous approval by my program for re- 
appointment, have won student teaching awards and earned 
recommendation letters from students so kind that they left me 
feeling like George Bailey in It’s a Wonderful Life. I have 
attended conferences, published articles, and co-authored a 
textbook in my field. Add it all up, and it means I get 11%. of 
my job. 

And I’m not alone ~ at UCSB, 6 lecturers who were up for 
their first three-year contracts were told they were only needed 
for one class a year. (Since then, through grievances UC-AFT- 
has won several of those lecturers larger appointments.) At 
UCD, long-time post-sixth lecturers received contracts with 
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incredibly shrinking appointments, a 
clear precursor to letting them go 
when the next appointment rolls 

around. At UCLA, lecturers are being 
let go before their sixth year as a way 
to avoid their ever getting even that 
much of a sense of security. 

What's saddest is that UC 

doesn’t seem to see how having 

excellent teachers remain here 
helps the University’s academic 
mission. One would think an 
experienced, successful teacher 
is one you would want in the 
classroom. One would think a 
faculty member who helps run 
a program and has 
established useful 
institutional memory would 
be a real find. One would 
think developing loyalty 
and trust in employees 
would be important to an 
institution where person- 
to-person interaction 
makes things happen. 
Well, one would think 
that unless one worked 
for UC administration. 

Yes, [have been told my contract will 

be augmented to a full 100%, which shows that UC does 

know I’m needed. But it also means my full-time appointment is 
unprotected by the UC-AFT Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU), as augmentation can be done at whim. So my reward for 

being found excellent is to be constantly, beholden to my 

department for the continuation of my: appointment. One conflict 
could cost me full-time status, and thereby my benefits, money to 
make mortgage payments, etc. 


Promoting a temporary workforce 

Of course, since the news came down about my 11% 
appointment, I have spent much time trying to find a new job. I 
see no reason to do anything more than I need to do to teach my 
classes, and no reason not to leave mid-quarter, if I had to, as 
soon as I find a better job. Is that what UC wants from its teachers 
~ people ever on the lookout for a better position, people too busy 
finding other jobs to do the one they have at UC to the best of 
their abilities? 

UC seems willing to make those who teach undergraduates 
an ever-moving mass, poorly paid, here only in a holding pattern. 
Those of us committed to education, to our students, to all that is 
best in the UC — well, we can just leave. It’s a depressing state of 
affairs, personally, of course, but also for what it means for higher 
ed and for all that California should be. 


Lecturer bargaining 


our proposals and raise questions without offering 
significant counter proposals or concrete suggestions for 
improvements. 

We have yet to even begin discussions about 
compensation, benefits, union rights, professional concerns, 
merit increases, or a host of other issues of interest to our 
members. 


Statements by UC President Richard Atkinson and other 
top University officials to a state Senate hearing last June 
recognizing the need for “a new era in labor relations at UC” 
seem not to have reached their representatives at the 
bargaining table. 

Perhaps the University’s negotiators continue to operate 
under the very mistaken impression that stalling will get us 
to sign a contract without UC making meaningful changes to 
improve the working conditions, pay, and security for 
lecturers. 

Whatever motivation is behind the University’s 
intransigence, we are committed to the struggle to win a 
contract that we will be proud to present to our members. 


The University’s typical method of changing a policy is 
to do so without informing UC-AFT and then later to claim 
that the policy had been in place for longer than six months. 

The six months matters because that is the deadline for 
filing an unfair labor practice charge with PERB. While 
PERB has held that the time period for calculating the six- 
month period begins when the union knew or should have 
known about the new practice, the more recent an unfair 
labor practice is, the easier it is to contest. 

If you become aware of any policies or practices that 
you think may constitute a policy change, please contact 
your UC-AFT representative. 
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by Beth Sibley, Librarian, Local 1474 


Lately, every Wednesday’s lunch 

_ hour has brought noisy protests to the 
Berkeley campus. Dozens, and 
sometimes hundreds, of members of the 
Coalition of University Employees 
(CUE), start banging on pots and 
blowing whistles in front of the 


‘ chancellor’s office to call attention to 


their demands for higher pay. 

Most are clad in blue T-shirts that 
read “I work for free on Fridays,” 
referring to 21 percent below-market 
wages that clerical workers at UC make 
(that equals about one day per week). 
As a consequence, they say, UC is losing 
highly qualified staff and having 
difficulty recruiting new employees. 

Some CUE members have even 
gone on rotating hunger strikes to make 
their point. CUE, which represents 
18,000 clerical workers systemwide at 
UC, is asking for an 11 percent raise. 

Ata rally on August 30, Green Party 
US Senate candidate Medea Benjamin 
joined several campus union reps who 
spoke in support of CUE. Sam Trosow, a 
member of the librarians’ bargaining 
team, told the crowd that CUE’s 
experience in bargaining is familiar to 
anyone who has ever sat across from UC 
negotiators. 


UC unions get state to fund an additional 
$19 million in salary increases 


Among the issues at the bargaining table this year are, of course, salaries. 
Every year, the University submits a budget request to the legislature and the 
governor, and this request normally includes funding for salary increases. With: 
record surpluses in the state’s revenue, the coalition of unions representing UC 
employees, including UC-AFT, wanted to insure that sufficient funds were spe- 
cifically earmarked to provide adequate salary increases. 

The union coalition thus proposed to the legislature an additional increase 
of $22 million in the University’s budget specifically for salary increases for staff 
and non-Senate faculty. (The University had already requested a “market parity 
adjustment’ for faculty, which we believe should be applied to both Senate and. 
non-Senate faculty.) This amount would have provided for an additional 2% 
increase above the normal 2% range adjustment. After the supplemen- 
tary $22 million was added by the legislature, the governor reduced the 
amount to $19 million. 

Immediately after this $19 million supplemental allocation was 
approved by the governor, the University began to take credit for it, 
despite the fact that it had virtually nothing to do with it. This is consis- 
tent with longstanding University practice of blaming unions for the 
University’s failures and claiming credit for unions’ successes. UC has 
also begun to treat this additional allocation as a maximum, rather than 
a minimum and has proposed a 3% total increase for employees who 
are presently at an annual salary rate of between $40,000 and $80,000, 
and a 4% increase for employees who are at an annual salary rate of less 
than $40,000. 

While UC-AFT is pleased that we have been able to secure this 3- 
4% increase for employees through the legislature, we are committed to 
obtaining further increases at the bargaining table. Also, we continue to 
press for a return to the practice that UC recently abandoned of tying 
lecturer and librarian range adjustments to Senate faculty adjustments. 


Conflict of interest in pension fund changes? 

On May 11, Dennis Tito, the president of Wilshire Associates, made an 
$80,000 contribution to a Republican Party soft-money committee that is raising 
money for Governor George W. Bush’s presidential campaign. One week after 
Tito’s contribution, a special commission headed by Regent Jerry Parsky, who is 
also the chairman of Bush’s California campaign, recommended that the regents 
award a $350,000 contract to consult on the operation of the UC pension fund. 
The Board adopted this recommendation. 

UC-AFT, in conjunction with other UC unions, filed a petition with the 
California Fair Political Practices Commission, requesting an investigation of 
whether Parsky’s failure to recuse himself from the decision violated California 
Government Code §84308, which provides, in part, that “No officer of an agency: 
shall accept, solicit, or direct a contribution of more than two hundred fifty 
dollars ($250) from any party... while a proceeding involving a license, permit, 
or other entitlement for use is pending before the agency and for three months. 
following the date a final decision is rendered in the proceeding if the officer 
knows or has reason to know that the participant has a financial interest. :.. This 
prohibition shall apply regardless of whether the officer accepts, solicits, or 
directs the contribution for himself or herself, or on behalf of any: other officer, or 
on behalf of any candidate for office...” “Contribution” is defined:to include 
“contributions to candidates and committees in federal, state; or local elections.” 

“As representatives of some of the 100,000 employees who depend upon the 
pension fund for their retirement,” the unions wrote to the Fair Political 
Practices Commission, “we are greatly concerned about the process by which 


BY KEVIN RODDY, 


PRESIDENT, VC-AFT LOCAL 2023 


As newly-elected Vice President 
for Organizing, I have some ideas on 
how we can show that the union will 
be a positive influence in the lives of 
those represented. I’d like to discuss 
three of them here: 


Starting this fall, I will be 


| participating in one of the most 


powerful Senate committees on 
campus: Educational Policy, which 
approves and regulates all courses. 
No, the Davis campus has not 
suddenly recognized the value of 
consulting the local AFT president. 
Rather, I will be there by virtue of my 
position as chair of the UCD Academic 
Federation’s Committee on Education. 

Unlike any other UC campus, at 
Davis, a non-Senate academician sits 
on that committee, normally a lecturer 
fully participating, voting included. 

The difference? The presence of 
the Academic Federation at UCD. The 
Federation is exactly what its name 
implies, a collection of all academic 
titles not associated with the Senate, 
with considerable advisory, review, 
and even deliberative power. It 
combines academicians represented by 
unions (lecturers and librarians, for 
example) with others (researchers, 
academic coordinators), providing 
them with an administrative voice. 

There are personnel committees 
reviewing packets, academic freedom 
committees, advisory committees on 
research and education, and 
professional development. Federation 
members serve on Senate committees, 
usually in a voting capacity. 

This is not to say, however, that 
the situation is ideal. Unlike unions 
with collective bargaining rights, the 
Federation is an advisory body, and 
most of its voting power is at the 
sufferance of the Senate. But a thirty- 
year tradition has convinced many 
Senate faculty and administrators that 
they can depend on it. From the union 


perspective, it opens additional 
possibilities for relationships with the 
administration. 

When combat is warranted, of 
course, in matters of workload and. 
salary, for example, UC recognizes that 
these are strictly bargaining issues, and 
not within the purview of the 
Federation. Put simply, the Federation 
serves to complement union activities, 
because it operates from within the 
system and can access administrators 
informally though not unofficially. 

While only Davis has an Academic 
Federation, other campuses have the 
right to establish one. UCD’s Federation 
web site is at: waka om 


This year, the UC-AFT and the 
Federation will combine forces to press 
for gender equity. Five years ago, Senate 
faculty completed an equity review that 
was extremely successful, but when the 
Federation 
requested a 
similar review, it 
was rejected on 
spurious 
grounds: that the 
union would 
object. UC 
claimed such a 
review would be 
“illegal,” since 
the union 
bargains 
workplace issues. 
When the union 
said it would 
waive those 
rights specifically for the gender equity 
review, we were told we couldn’t. 

We will take this wherever we need 
to, and the equity review will take place, 
the union acting in its legal capacity and 
the Federation in its advisory capacity. 

I would suggest that union locals on 
all campuses take up this issue, or 
similar social justice issues, because we 


are directly involved in them, and the 
administration seems incapable of any 
sort of action without outside impetus. 


Finally, the union has an 
opportunity to participate in the 
intellectual ferment on campus, by 
sponsoring discussions of the history of 
unions, their educational value, and 
their ethical conscience. At UCD, we 
plan to invite scholars from around the 
state who can speak to the role of 
unions in academia. 

For another instance, the Davis 
local contributes a special prize for 
teaching, awarded at the Academic 
Federation Excellence in Teaching 
Ceremony. The Davis local will be 
increasing the amount of the award, 
contributing to the reception, and even 
multiplying those prizes in the future. 

These are challenging and exciting 
times. Support for the union from fees, 
what can be justly called “fair share,” 


has provided us with an opportunity to 
broaden our approach to organizing. 
While we will continue to work to 
increase membership in the traditional 
way, through office calls, we will start 
to make the union better known and 
more effective by launching these and 
other imaginative initiatives. 


this decision was made and about 
potential future decisions of Mr. 
Parsky’s committee and the Board of 
Regents on which he sits regarding Mr. 
Tito’s firm.” 

In addition, the unions have called 
on UC to hire an outside investigator to 
examine the events leading up to the 
awarding of the contract and have 
asked that the Regents revise their 
current conflict-of-interest laws to 
prohibit Regents from participating in 
decisions in which there is a potential 
for this kind of influence. 

The University, citing Parsky’s 
assertions that he was unaware of 
Tito’s contribution, has thus far refused 
to appoint an independent investigator 
or to reconsider its conflict of interest 
regulations. The investigation by the 
Fair Political Practices Commission is 
pending. 


ip ? 


UC officials gel og 


iny legislators 

An historic hearing in Sacramento 
on June 8 brought UC President 
Richard Atkinson and Associate Vice 
President for Human Resources Judith 
Boyette before the Assembly Higher 
Education Committee to account for 
UC’s poor treatment of its employees. 

The hearing came about because 
the Coalition of UC Unions asked 
legislators to investigate UC’s labor 
practices. Before a packed meeting hall, 
union representatives testified about 
the University’s repeated stalling at the 
bargaining table, lack of accountability 


| with state-appropriated salary funding, 
| and continuing “casualization” of the 


workforce, among, other issues. 
Taking the stand to respond, 
Atkinson told legislators that he was 
“determined to change the culture at 
UC” to be more fair to employees and 
their unions. Boyette admitted UC was 
“doing things that aren’t right,” but 
blamed problems, such as not 
responding to union requests for 
information, on computer difficulties. 
Legislators, however, weren't 


buying it. 

“Tam stunned that you would 
blame this on computers,” said Senator 
Richard Alarcon (D-Sylmar). “I mean, 
how long does it take to write a letter 
with a pencil? It is illegal... am 
dumbfounded as to why you think that 
computers are some sort of cover.” 

Dion Aroner (D-Berkeley) was also 
outraged: “I believe you're the worse 
public employer in the state of 
California and things have not changed. 
Thave been involved for now, what, 25 
years with this university.” 

Assemblymember Gloria Romero 
(D-Los Angeles) was angered by UC’s 
excuses, which seem to come only when 
budget-approval time in Sacramento 
rolls around. “We give you a hell of a lot 
of money,” noted Romero, a UC 
alumnus, “and I think the point today is 
to find out what you do with it.” 

Committee chair Ted Lempert (D- 
San Carlos) said he would ask for an 
audit of how UC spends money 
designated for salary increases. * 


This past legislative session, UC- 
AFT and CFT sponsored two bills, 
Senate Bill 860 (Hughes) and Assembly 
Bill 2138 (Keeley). SB 860 provides the 
Public Employment Relations Board 
(PERB) with the power to impose 
penalties for repeated unfair labor 
practices. Under the present law, the 
University can ignore its legal 
obligations, knowing that, in many 
cases, all that PERB can do is to order 
UC to stop doing what it shouldn't have 
done in the first place. 

The inability of PERB to impose 
fines or even award litigation costs to 
the union has allowed UC, for example, 
to delay providing information 
requested by UC-AFT— information that 
is required to be provided by law, and 
that is necessary for the union to be able 
to operate effectively. Our requests for 
information are routinely delayed for 
months, in some cases years. SB 860 
would allow PERB to impose fines for 
repeat offenses and to award costs of 
litigation to the opposing party. 

SB 860 cleared the legislature on 


August 25 and, as of this writing, is on 
the governor's desk. For an update, 
please check the UC-AFT website at 


UC-AFT sponsored legislation that 
would help level the playing field in 
contract negotiations. 

Under the current law, if UC-AFT 
and University are unable to reach 
agreement on a contract, one or both 
parties can petition the Public 
Employment Relations Board (PERB) to 
declare an impasse. If an impasse is 
declared, a mediator is appointed to 
attempt to resolve the differences. If 
this fails, a three-person “fact-finding” 
panel is established. The fact-finding 
panel is empowered to make 
recommendations as to how the 
contract disputes should be resolved. 

This has been an unsatisfactory 
process for several reasons. First, UC 
is not required to accept the 
recommendations at all. Secondly, fact- 
finding panels, knowing that UC can 
reject their recommendations, tend to 
favor UC’s position. If either side i 
rejects the fact-finders’ recom- 
mendation, UC can unilaterally impose 
its final offer, leaving the union to 
accept it or to strike. 

This is an unfair process. In an 
attempt to reform it, UC-AFT and CFT 
sponsored two bills, which would have 
made the fact-finders’ recommen- 
dations binding unless rejected by 75% 
of either the Board of Regents or the 
governing board of the union, or by a 
50% vote of the union membership. 
The first attempt was part of SB 860, 
introduced in February 1999. However, 
before 860 cleared the Senate Education 
Committee, UC succeeded in having 
that portion of the bill removed. 

In February, UC-AFT sponsored a 
second bill, AB 2138, which would 
similarly have reformed the impasse 
procedure. 

With the help of a massive letter 
writing campaign from UC-AFT 
members, AB 2138 passed the 
Assembly Higher Education 
Committee, but under UC pressure, 
was killed in the Appropriations 
Committee. We are considering re- 
introducing this legislation next 
session. & 
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UC-AFT dues are 1.096% of gross monthly salary for librarians and non-Senate faculty who do have exclusive 
representation. Oues are .996% of gross monthly salary for Academic Senate faculty and academic 
researchers who do not have exclusive representation. In either case, dues are capped at $48.80 per manth. 
Dues will be deducted each month from your payroll check. Dues paid to UC-AFT may not be tax-deductible 
for federal tax purposes; however, under limited circumstances, dues may qualify as a business deduction. 
Check with your tax consultant. 


EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP ( ©A¥PUS Loc], EMPESYEE.|.D: GATEY Dy 
PAYROLL DEDUCTION AUTHORIZATION | 
UPAY 669 (10/80) 

PLEASE ACTION ON THIS FORM To BECOM DA 


E 
ERINT: EFFECTIVE THE PAY PERIOO BEGINNING: 
TYPE 


MONTHLY DEDUCTION 
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GENERAL ASSESSMENT 


| authorize The Regents of the University of California to withhold monthly or cease withholding from my earnings as an employee, membership dues, initiation 
fees and general assessments as indicated above. 

1 understand and agree to the arrangement whereby one total monthly deduction will be made by the University based upon the current rate of dues, initiation fees, 
and general assessments. 1 ALSO UNDERSTAND THAT CHANGES IN THE AATE OF SUES, INITIATION FEES ANO GENERAL ASSESSMENTS MAY BE 
MAOE AFTER NOTICE TO THAT EFFECT IS GIVEN TO THE UNIVERSITY BY THE ORGANIZATION TO WHICH SUCH AUTHORIZED DEDUCTIONS 
ARE ASSIGNED AND | HEREBY EXPRESSLY AGREE THAT PURSUANT TO SUCH NOTICE THE UNIVERSITY MAY WITHHOLD FROM MY EARNINGS 
AMOUNTS EITHER GREATER THAN OR LESS THAN THOSE SHOWN ABOVE WITHOUT OBLIGATION TO INFORM ME BEFORE DOING SO OA TO 
SEEK ADOITIONAL AUTHORIZATION FROM ME FOR SUCH WITHHOLDINGS. 

The University will remit the amount deducted to the official designated by the organization. 

This authorization shall remain in effect until revoked by me - allowing up tc 30 days time to change the payroll recards in order to make effective this assignment 
or revocation thereof - or until another employee organization becomes my exclusive representative. 

it is understood that this authorization shail become void in the event the employee organization's eligibility for payroll deduction terminates for any reason. Upon 
termination of my employment with the University, this authorization will na longer be in effect. 

This authorization does not include dues, initiation fees and general assessments to cover any time prior to the payrail period in which the initial deduction is made. 
Payroll deductions, including those legally required and those authorized by an employee are assigned priorities, In the event there are insufficient earnings to cover 
ali required and authorized deductions, it is understood that deductions will be taken in the order assigned by the University and no adjustment will be made in a 
subsequent pay period for membership dues, initiation fees and genera! assessments. 
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RETENTION: 1 YEAR AFTER INACTIVE - ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Return to: Treasurer, UC-AFT, 11728 Wilshire Blvd., #B1007, Los Angeles, CA 90025 


